October 29, 1970 



Dear Harold, 

i am truly sorry that you interpreted ray concern about your health 
as insulting, a.ousive, miserable shit, etc. I am nuzzled by the suggestion 
in your letter of October 14 that I wasn ' t even being serious . On page 6 
ox your letter oi September 2, you said that ‘’neither my nerves nor my 
ulcer can tolera.te mucn more." Given that as your rea.ctjon to my draft 
report, a.nd given my own rea.ction to some of the eloquently nasty things 
you had written to me, i felt that I had better resist the temntation to 
get an a debate with you about my virtue, competence, etc. I have no doubt 
that your concern for my reuutation is completely genuine, and I aporedate it; 

1 assume that the kind of questions you ask about my motivation (and Alvarez ' ) 
are intended to get me to consider these questions, but not necessarily to 
answer them for you. As I say in the last paragraph of the enclosed letter 
i.o Gary, what i write and what I do will have to sneak for itself. 

1 am enclosing a draft supplemental report (with two extra copies, to be 
c.ttachea to the extra conies of the first report), an explanatory memo, the 
photos you asked for (A5-12 , 19-24) , and copies of my letters to Gary, Howard, 
and Dick. Please go over this material before continuing this letter. 1 think 
tnat many of the fa.ctual points you raised are covered adequately there, so I 
will notjmention them again as I go through your letters here. (One of the 
reasons x did not reply earlier to your detailed criticisms was because I wanted 
to gather such comments from a.s many people as possible and. a.ssess them a.ll 
ca.refully myself.) 

lhanks for the copy of your letter to Physics Today . I can only make out 
parts of it in the poor carbon; could yoU lend me a legible cony? It is premature, 
since nothing has been sent to that journal, nor is anything about to be. 

four letter of 10/14; I don't think the fact that the body moves as well 
as the head, and that there is leftward motion, matters except in the calculation 
of the recoil momentum. What is happening right after frame 313 is obviously due 
to the impact of the bullet against the head; the rest of the body is following 
the nead. 1 dud uaice the body motion into account in the admittedly crude 
estimate of the size of the recoil momentum. 

fie chose to shoot from below so that there would be no possibility that 
tne target would be pushed down on the support and then bounce back. 

irage 2: Okay, does the clearer version of the Zapruder film shew anything 

relevant that Is not in the version I have? Is the Nix film inconsistent with 

che Zapruder film? Of course, 1 didn't ask you this before because my raind was 
fixed and could brook no disproof. (Whooos, there I go.) 

1 don't understand your double-hit theory, as opposed to that of Ray and 'link; 

are you suggesting that the forward motion in Z312 and before is due to a shot 

from the rear? When and where do you think that shot was ? 

The Appendix to the enclosed supplement covers the "jiggle theory, " including: 
its origin. Alv arez definite ly di d not get it t h rough me . I found out what he 
was doing for the first time when it was broadcast. I mentioned what you had 
said in Whi t ewash to him some time later, when the auestion of originality came up. 

I don't understand your reference to three "discontinuous'' head and body 
motions = What evidence for the forward acceleration do you find persuasive? 

I did see your file of Panel Correspondence, which was not to be copied. 

Of course 1 would be interested in any such evidence. As you know, 1 didn't 
spend that much time with you when 1 was in the area because you have always 
been generous in providing information and material by mail; I can't count on 
the Archives in that way. 

if you want to dig up the dirt on Alvarez , you can try any of the recent 
books on Gopenheimer . i simply refuse to get involved in such irrelevancy. Of 
course he is largely federally financed, as is every high-enerjy physicist in the 
country. 1 have been federally financed myself for years - at a very low level, 
of course - but I think it is obvious that my study of the Warren Report has not 
been designed to curry favor with the feeboes - at least, you will grant, up until 
this latest opus. I may be wrong;, 1 may be incompetent, but I don't need federal 
(There 1 go again.) 



support for that 




i age 2 



- Weisberg - 

Your let 'ter of 9/2: 7 . simply do not understand why you say I have 
used Thompson as a straw man. He presented the basic argument (that the 
backward motion implies a shot from the front) more carefully and in more 
detail than any of the other published works. I have not used his relatively 
minor errors to cast doubt on what the other critics have said. 

1 'm sorry I missed the reference to the backward motion in Whi tewash II. 

It should replace the reference to FW . 

if there are substantive matters that you still feel are unanswered, 
let me know, flease go over the enclosed material carefully first. If you 
have material you want distributed to a.ll the ceoole who got the earlier draft, 
I can do the Xeroxing for you. 



Sincerely, 



cc: Gary 




